PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Basswood 2001, LLC
DOCKET NO.: 05-00402. 001-C- 3 through 05-00402. 004-C-3
PARCEL NO.: SEE BELOW

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Basswood 2001, LLC, the appellant, by attorney Terrence J.
Giffin of Eugene L. Giffin & Associates, Ltd., Chicago,

[11inois; the WIIl County Board of Review, and the
i ntervenor, Honer Community Consolidated School District 33-C, by
attorney Joshua S. Wiitt of Whitt Law, LLC, Aurora, Illlinois.

The subject property consists of four vacant parcels totaling
587,566 square feet of |and area or approximtely 13.489 acres
| ocated in Honmer Township, WIIl County, Illinois. The subj ect
property is inproved with a road that contains approxinmately
25,133 square feet to provide access to the subject and sone
adj oi ni ng parcel s.

The appellant appeared before the Property Tax Appeal Board by
| egal counsel claimng overvaluation as the basis of the appeal.
In support of this claim the appellant submtted an apprai sal
prepared by Jason D. Zaley, who was called as the appellant's
expert valuation wtness. Zaley is a state |icensed appraiser
and holds the Menber of the Appraisal Institute designation.
Zal ey was accepted as an expert valuation witness to provide
opi nion testinony before the Board w thout objection.

Usi ng the sal es conparison approach to value, Zaley estinmated a
fair market value for the subject property of $3,655, 000 as of
January 1, 2005. The appraisal was marked as Appellant's Exhibit
1.

(Continued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds a reduction in the assessnent of the
property as established by the WII County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

DOCKET NO. PARCEL NO, LAND | MPRV. TOTAL
05- 00402. 001-CG-3 16-05-01-301-013-0000 $459,961 $ O $459, 961
05- 00402. 002-C-3 16-05-01-301-014-0000 $294,403 $ O $294, 403
05- 00402. 003-C-3 16-05-01-301-015-0000 $293,559 $ O $293, 559
05- 00402. 004-C-3 16-05-01-301-016-0000 $358,685 $ 0O $358, 685

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.

PTAB/ DEC. 07/ BUL-6579
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The appraiser first provided testinony in connection with the
background and appraisal nethodology used to value the subject
property. Zaley testified he valued the subject in fee sinple
interest free and clear of all encunbrances. The apprai ser
concluded the subject's access easenent road contained 25,133
square feet. Zaley deducted this area resulting in a net useable
site of approximately 562,433 square feet of land area or
approxi mately 12.912 acres. The net wusable size was utilized
t hroughout the appraisal report. The apprai ser described the
site as being pre-graded and ready for devel opnment with curbs and
utilities along the perimeter with C-3 zoning. The apprai ser
testified the subject's highest and best use is for commercial
devel opnent for a single user or subdivided into smaller parcels.

Referring to the plat of survey and aerial photograph of the
subj ect contained within the appraisal, the appraiser noted the
subject's access road provides ingress and egress to Hone Depot
and three out-lots that front Bell Road. He described the
subject as an interior property with 746 feet of frontage al ong
G engary Drive. At the tine of inspection in October 2005, the
apprai ser described the commercial nature and various uses for
the properties that are adjacent to the subject including a Hone
Depot , Di scount Tire Center, Chili's, vendy' s, Baski n
Robbi ns/ Dunki n Donuts and a banking facility.

The apprai ser acknow edged the subject property was purchased for
$4, 000, 000 or $7.11 per square foot of net usable land in August
2004, as part of an "up-leg" of an Internal Revenue Service 1031
exchange. The seller was Meijer Stores and the buyers were
Basswood, LLC along with Sharp Famly 2004, LLC and HT Crossing
2004, LLC. Meijer also owns another parcel to the south of Home
Depot in the sane devel opnent. The appraiser testified 1031
exchange transactions are used to avoid paying capital gains
taxes on real estate transactions. The appraiser testified one
requi rement of the buyer in a 1031 exchange invol ves the purchase
a like kind property within 180 days from the buyer's sale of
another |ike kind investnent property. Zal ey determ ned the
buyer had undue notivation and was under duress to negotiate the
sale price and conplete the transaction due to the very fast tine
mandat e. The appraiser testified the buyer of the subject was
gi ven assurance by Meijer (the seller) that they were devel oping
a store south of Hone Depot in 2005 or 2006, which did not occur.

The appraiser testified the subject property was still vacant as
of August 12, 2007, the day prior to the instant hearing
regardi ng the appeal. In conclusion, Zaley did not consider the

subject's sale to be representative of an open narket
transacti on.

The appraiser utilized six land sales to estinmate the subject's
fair market val ue. The appraiser testified he chose |arge
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comercially zoned parcels to be devel oped for comercial uses
| ocated along major arterials. He testified he I|ooks for
conparable sales that do not have any undue notivation. The
apprai ser described "undue notivation" as pressure to close on a
property before anple marketing time or a sale of a |eased

property in which a premum was paid. The conparables are
| ocated fromsix to 14 mles fromthe subject in the WIIl County
communi ti es of Shorewood, Roneoville, Lockport, Crest Hill, and
Mokena, 11llinois. Three conparables are described as interior
lots while three conparables are described as corner lots wth
busi ness or comrercial zoning uses. The conparables range in

size from217,800 to 1,038,035 square feet of |and area and sold
from May 2003 to Decenber 2004 for sale prices ranging from
$859, 417 to $4,568,194 or from $3.89 to $7.74 per square foot of
and area. Conparable 1 had an intended use for retail
devel opnent anchored by a Target Store and the remaining
conparables were to be developed primarily with strip shopping
centers.

After performng qualative adjustnments to the conparables for
differences to the subject in location, size and frontage, the
apprai ser concl uded the subject property has an estinmated nmarket
value of $6.50 per square foot of net wusable land area or
$3, 655, 000, rounded. Based on this evidence, the appellant
requested a reduction in the subject's assessnent.

Under cross-exam nation the appraiser testified he did not
i nspect the conparables near the tinme of their sales to determ ne
the extent of the surrounding commercial activity. The subj ect
and conparables were inspected while the appraisal was being
prepared. The apprai ser acknow edged t he subject access road has
a connecting ingress and egress road from Bell Road. Zal ey
testified he considered the fact the subject is assessable from
G engary Drive, and the Honme Depot site, which has access from
Bel| Road. The nunber of access points for the conparables were
al so di scussed. Zaley testified he considered the subject's
access points in the frontage and corner/interior | ot
adjustnents, but did not adjust each conparable based on the
nunber of access points. Zal ey agreed he had no docunents to
support the contention Meijer would build a store to the south of
Home Depot. Zaley also testified that it is well known the
subject is being marketed within the devel opment community. He
did not know the asking price.

The appraiser testified the out-lots |ocated between the subject
and Bell Road were purchased by the appellant from Mijer for
$3, 500,000 or $32.00 per square foot of |and area. This sale
occurred the sane date as the subject's $4,000,000 sale price
Thus, both properties were purchased for a total of $7,500,000 on
the sane day. Zaley testified the buyer (appellant) already had
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a developnent plan for the asking resale prices for each
i ndi vidual out-|ot. Zaley reiterated he did not analyze the
$3, 500, 000 sale price for the out-lots. However, Zaley testified
the buyer infornmed himthe sale prices were not allocated, but
the buyer determ ned the value of the properties. The appraiser
testified the wide spread of per square foot sale prices are
reasonabl e because of the actual sale prices. The appraiser did
not know when Meijer originally purchased the subject and out-| ot
parcels and he would not be surprised if they were both purchased
by Meijer for $6,500, 000.

Wth respect to the conparable sales, Zaley testified sale 1 and
2 are |ocated 10 and 14 mles fromthe subject, respectively, and
they did not have any sort of grading, road inprovenents, curbs,
or guttering like the subject, which is ready for devel opnent.
Comparable 1 and 2 have all necessary utilities available. The
appr ai ser agreed infrastructure adds value to property.
Conparable sale 3 was ready for devel opnent at the tine of sale,
but may have had sone deed restrictions regarding the future use
of the site. Sale 3, which is located 6 mles and is |less than
half the size of the subject, has a one-acre storm water
managenent system No adjustment was nade for the storm water
managenent system although it enconpassed 17% of the site. The
subj ect has an off-site stormwater managenent system Sale 4 is
| ocated 11 mles fromthe subject and did not have infrastructure
to be ready for devel opnent. Sale 5 is |ocated approximately 7
mles fromthe subject. However, there was sonme debate as to the
anount, if any, of infrastructure that had been install ed.

Zaley testified he could not find any conparable |and sales
within six mles of the subject that did not have any undue
noti vation or discrepancies in the sal es data. Zal ey was aware
of the Hone Depot sale, but opined it was not conparabl e because
it was subject to a double escrow. He explained this property
sold twice on the sane day. The internmediary buyer sold the
property to Hone Depot for a substantially higher price than its
first sale price that day. Again, Zaley thought there was undue
notivation involved in this sale and the transaction appeared to
be a "flip."

Under redirect-exam nation, Zaley testified the subject's sale
was not an open narket transaction market because it was an "up-
| eg" of a 1031 exchange in which the buyer was under constraints
to close on the property. No explanation of the term "up-Ieg"
was provided. Zal ey considered the subject to be a corner |ot
due to its access points.

Under exami nation by the Hearing Ofice, Zaley testified the six
nmonth requirenment in a 1031 exchange in not enough tinme to
negotiate a sale price. At the tinme of sale, there was no
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listing price for the subject property; however, Zaley testified
it was well known within the devel opnent comrunity the subject
property was for sale. Zal ey agreed 1031 exchanges are arm s-
l ength transactions, although the buyer 1is wunder sone tine
constraints. (Page 63 of transcript). Zaley did consider the
subject's access road an anenity, although he deducted this
portion fromthe overall anpbunt of usable area. Zaley agreed the
subj ect has good visibility.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal” wherein the subject parcels’ assessnents totaling
$1, 828, 915 was di scl osed. The assessnents reflect an estinmated
mar ket val ue of $5,500,496 or $9.36 per square foot of |and area
using WII County's 2005 three-year nedian |evel of assessnents
of 33.25%

In support of the subject's assessnment, the board of review
subm tted valuation evidence prepared by the township assessor.
However, the township assessor was not at the hearing for direct
testinony or be cross-examned regarding the evidence. I n
addition, the board of review s representative chose not give a
presentation regarding the evidence prepared on behalf of the
board of review, but deferred to the evidence offered by the
i ntervenor.

The intervenor, Honmer Community Consolidated School District 33-
C, submtted an appraisal prepared by Tinothy Sullivan, who was
called as an expert valuation wtness. Sullivan is a state
licensed appraiser and holds the MA and SRA designations.
Sullivan was accepted as an expert valuation witness to provide
opi nion testinony before the Board.

Usi ng the sal es conparison approach to value, Sullivan estimted
a fair market value for the subject property of $5,435,6 000 or
$9. 25 per square foot of land area as of January 1, 2005. The
apprai sal was marked as Intervenor's Exhibit 1.

The apprai ser recogni zed the subject's sale price of $4,000,000
i n August 2004. However, the appraiser testified the adjoining
107,635 square feet that is conprised of the three out-lots sold
on the sanme day for $3, 500,000 or $32.52 per square foot of |and
area. Sullivan believed the sale prices were allocations, so the
total sale price was $7,500, 000. He al so noted the subject and
adj oi ning out-lots were purchased in 2003 for $6,500,000 or $9.35
per square foot of |and area.

The appraiser identified five land sales to estinmate the
subject's fair market val ue. Three conparables are located in
Honmer G enn like the subject and are adjacent to three-quarters
of a mle fromthe subject. Two conparables are |ocated 6 and 10
mles fromthe subject in the WIIl County comrunities of Lockport

5 of 13



DOCKET NO.: 05-00402.001-C- 3 through 05-00402. 004-C 3

and Roneovill e. The conparables range in size from 118,304 to
473,454 square feet of land area and sold from June 2002 to
August 2004 for sale prices ranging from $1, 450,000 to $4, 700, 000
or from$9.42 to $12. 26 per square foot of |and area.

The appraiser gave nost attention to conparable 1, which was
| ocated adjacent to the subject. The property contains 473, 454
square feet of land area and sold in May 2003 for $4,524,751 or
$9.56 per square foot of land area. Like the subject it has off-
site storm water managenent and is inproved with access roads

It was subsequently inproved with the previously nentioned Hone

Depot. Conparable sale 2 is |located one-quarter of a mle from
the subject and was purchased for the construction of a grocery
store. However, it is considerably smaller than the subject. It

has off-site storm water managenent. Conparable sale 3 is a dua

corner site with off-site storm water managenent. It is |ocated
three-quarters of a mle fromthe subject and was subdivided into
five comrercial lots with varying business uses after the sale.

Conparable sale 4 is located 11 niles from the subject in
Roneoville, Illinois. The property is adjacent to a Jewel food
store and included a nunber of parcels that front Wber Road. It
al so has off-site storm water managenent. Conparable sale 5 is
located 6 mles from the subject in Lockport, Illinois. The
property is described as an interior lot 1in an energing
comrercial district several hundred feet froma main intersection
that is anchored by Jewel food store. It also has off-site storm
wat er managenent .

After performng qualative adjustnents to the conparables for
differences to the subject in market condition, |ocation, size,
configuration, and setting, the appraiser concluded the subject
property has an estimated market value of $9.25 per square foot
of land area or $5,435,000, rounded. Based on this evidence, the
i ntervenor requested confirmation of the subject's assessed
val uati on.

Under Cross-exam nati on, Sullivan testified the subject's
$4, 000,000 sale price and adjoining out-lot sale price for
$3,500,000 sale was an allocation sale, although he did even
attempt verify this opinion wth the parties involved in the
transacti on. Furthernore, Sullivan testified he did not analyze
the 2003 sale price of $6,500,000 for the subject and adjoining
out-1lots.

Wth respect to the conparable sales, Sullivan agreed he relied
on the May 2003 sale price for $4,524,751 or $9.56 per square
foot of land area for conparable 1. Sullivan testified there was
another sale for conparable 1 at $3,408,866 or $7.20 pr square
foot of land area in May 2003. Sullivan described the sales of
conparable 1 a "double escrow' and testified the closings took
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pl ace sinmultaneously. Sullivan testified he unsuccessfully
attenpted to contact the parties of the transaction to establish
how the two different sale prices were determned. The wtness
testified he is famliar with the term "flipping", where a
property is acquired and inmmediately sold for a higher price.
The appraiser testified sale 1 could have been an exanple of
flipping. Sullivan did not adjust conparable 1 to account for

the "double escrow' transaction. Sullivan did not know if
flipping a property was legal or illegal, but he knows they are
frowned upon. G ven the aforenentioned circunstances, Sullivan
was still of the opinion sale 1 was nost simlar to the subject.

Sullivan testified the data regarding conparable sale 2 was
sourced from recorded public docunents, but the data was not

verified with the parties involved in the transaction. He
testified conparables sale 2 is a corner lot, which are typically
nore desirable. Conparables sale 3 was subdivided into five

commercial lots sonetinme after its sale. Sullivan testified the
| and size for sale 3 was sourced fromthe online Sidwell Plat Mp
Book. He testified the 347,710 square feet of land size utilized
is the net area because of the public roadways that have been
constructed. He opined the five subdivided |ots contained one or
two acres.

Sullivan testified the location of |and sale 4, which is |ocated
in Ronmeoville, would be conparable to the subject's |ocation.
However, the appraiser perforned a negative adjustnment to this
conparable for its location. The appraiser testified conparable
4 is anchored by a Jewel food store that was present when the
property was purchased. Jewel's parent conpany was the seller of
conparable 4. The appraiser also opined a premium may have been

paid for this |lot. The appraiser did not know the buyer of
conparable sale 4 had nine nonths to procure tenants before
cl osi ng. Sullivan agreed sale 5 was an interior |ot |ocated

across the street and several hundred feet from the Jewel food
store.

Sullivan testified all the conparables received a negative
adjustnment for size because they are superior in that they were
smal ler |ots.

Zal ey was next called as a rebuttal witness. Zaley testified he
reviewed the appraisal prepared on behalf of the intervenor.
Wth regard to sale 3, counsel tendered the Appellant's Exhibit
2. This docunent indicates the size of conparable 3 is 435, 600
square feet of land area rather than the 347,710 square feet of
| and area used by Sullivan. Using the size of 435,000 square
feet, this sale reflects a value of $7.81 per square foot of |and
ar ea. Zaley also referred to another docunent that was not
mar ked as an exhibit indicating there was another prior listing
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for conparable 3 with 331,760 square feet of |and area which he
di scovered when preparing the appellant's appraisal report.

Wth respect to sale 4, Zaley testified he contacted the grantee
who indicated 80% of the property was pre-leased prior to any
constructi on. Zal ey opined the buyer could have paid a higher
price because he knew of the inpending inconme stream Zal ey
testified the buyer indicated he could pay a higher price for the
property due to the shorter devel opnent and construction period.

Under cross-exam nation, the two sales for the intervenor's
conparabl e 2 were discussed. Zaley testified he did not use this
property as a conparabl e because he could not confirmits actua
si ze.

After hearing the testinony and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal. The Property Tax
Appeal Board further finds a reduction in the assessnent of the
subj ect property is warranted.

The appellant argued the subject property is overval ued. VWhen
mar ket value is the basis of the appeal, the value nmust be proved
by a preponderance of the evidence. Wnnebago County Board of

Review v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 313 IIl. App.3d 179, 183, 728
N.E. 2d 1256 (2nd Dist. 2000). The Illinois Suprene Court defined
fair cash value as what the property would bring at a voluntary
sale where the owner is ready, willing, and able to sell but not
conpelled to do so, and the buyer is ready, willing and able to
buy but not forced to do so. Springfield Marine Bank v. Property

Tax Appeal Board, 44 I111.2d. 428 (1970). The Board finds the
evidence in the record supports a reduction in the subject's
assessnent .

The Property tax Appeal Board gave less weight to the evidence
submtted by the board of review  Forenost, the preparer of the
evidence was not at the hearing for direct testinony and cross-
exam nation. Additionally, the board of review s representative
chose not give a presentation regarding the evidence prepared on
behalf of the board of review, but deferred to the evidence
of fered by the intervenor.

The Property Tax Appeal Board finds the appellant and intervenor
offered appraisals wth supporting testinony estinmating the
subject's fair market value to be $3, 655, 000 and $5, 435, 000 as of
January 1, 2005. The subject's assessnment reflects an estimated
mar ket value of $5,500,496, which is not supported by either
apprai sers' val ue concl usi on. However, the Property Tax Appea

Board gave dimnished weight to the final value conclusions as
estimated by both appraisers. The Board finds both appraisal
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reports contain flaws which detract from their final value
concl usi ons.

Wth respect to the appellant's appraisal report prepared by
Zal ey, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds four of the five sales
utilized were either considerably smaller or larger in size when
conpared to the subject. In addition, all the suggested sales
are |located a consi derabl e distance fromthe subject.

Wth respect to the intervenor's appraisal report prepared by
Sullivan, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds conparable sale 1
to be an unreliable indicator of the subject's value. The Board
finds although this property is simlar in size and located in
close proximty to the subject, it sold tw ce, sinultaneously,
for divergent prices of $3,408,860 and $4, 524,751 or $7.20 and
$9.56 per square foot of land area, respectively. Fur t her nor e,
the Board finds the appraiser indicated he wunsuccessfully
attenpted to contact the parties of the transaction to establish
how the two different sale prices were determned. He testified
he is famliar with the term "flipping", where a property is
acquired and imediately sold for a higher price and agreed sale
1 could have been an exanple of flipping. Sullivan did not know
if flipping a property was legal or illegal, but he knows they
are frowned upon. G ven these circunstance and the unknown
factors surrounding the terns of this conparable's transaction

the Property Tax Appeal Board finds the appraiser's consideration
of this property to be unreliable and not a persuasive indicator
of the subject's fair market val ue.

The Property Tax Appeal Board gave dimnished weight to
conparable sale 2 wused in the Sullivan report due to its
considerably smaller size when conpared to the subject.
Furthernore, the transaction occurred over two years prior to the
subj ect's January 1, 2005, assessnent date.

The Board finds conparable sale 3 to be an unreliable as used by
the intervenor's appraiser for an indicator of the subject's
value for nultiple reasons. First, the record contains three
different sizes for this parcel. The intervenor's appraiser used
a lot size of 347,710 square feet reflecting a per square foot
sale price of $9.78 whereas the rebuttal testinmony revealed this
property contained 435,500 square feet of land area, which
reflects a per square foot sale price of $7.81. During rebuttal,
Zal ey indicted there was another sale listing for this suggested
indicting a size of 331,760 square feet |and area. However, no
docunent ati on was presented to support this purported | and size.
Again, the Board finds the testinony revealed Sullivan did not
verify the data used with respect to this conparable's accurate
si ze. Based on this record, the Board finds the best evidence
regarding conparable sale 3 is the Appellant's Exhibit 2. Thi s
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un-refuted docunentation indicates conparable 3 contains 435, 600
square feet of land area and sold in February 2004 for $3,400, 000
or $7.21 per square foot of |and area. The Board finds this
property is slightly smaller in size than the subject and is
| ocated in close proximty to the subject.

Finally, the Property Tax Appeal Board gave less weight to
intervenor's conparables 4 and 5 due to their distant |ocation
from the subject. Further, both appraisers' testinony directly
or directly inplied the area in which these properties are
| ocated do not share the sane general narket conditions as the
subj ect .

The Board finds the best evidence of the subject's fair market
value is its actual sale price of $4,000,000 or $6.81 per square
foot of land area that occurred on August 30, 2004 together with
conparabl e sale 3 contained with the intervenor's appraisal. The
un-refuted docunentation indicates conparable 3 has 435,600
square feet of land area and sold in February 2004 for $3, 400, 000
or $7.21 per square foot of land area. The Board recognizes
neither appraiser relied on the subject sale price for sone
reasoning that that were not fully justified or supported by
adequat e docunentation or the testinony elicited at the hearing.
For exanple, Zaley did not consider the subject's sale to be
representative of an open nmarket transaction just because it
involved a 1031 exchange and he concluded the buyer had undue
notivation with duress to negotiate the sale price and conplete
the transaction in a very fast tinme franme. Sullivan contends the
subj ect's $4,000,000 transaction was an allocated sale price
along and the adjoining out-lots that sold sinultaneously for
$3, 500, 000.

The Board finds neither appraiser verified their contentions with
all parties related to the transaction nor was their any credible
docunentation to ascertain that the negotiated sale price was
under undue duress and notivation or that the sale price(s) were
al l ocated, which would suggest the subject's sale was not of an

arm s-length nature. In fact, Zaley agreed 1031 exchanges are
arm s-length transactions, although the buyer is under sone tine
constraints. (Page 63 of transcript). Furthernmore, this record

contains a copy of the subject's Real Estate Transfer Declaration
revealing the subject property was advertised for sale or sold
using a real estate agent. The Illinois Supreme Court defined
fair cash value as what the property would bring at a voluntary
sale where the owner is ready, willing, and able to sell but not
conpelled to do so, and the buyer is ready, willing and able to
buy but not forced to do so. Springfield Marine Bank v. Property

Tax Appeal Board, 44 II11.2d. 428, (1970). A contenporaneous sal e
of property between parties dealing at arms-length is a rel evant
factor in determining the correctness of an assessnent and may be
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practically conclusive on the issue of whether an assessnent is
reflective of market value. Rosewell v. 2626 Lakeview Limted

Partnership, 120 IIl.App.3d 369 (1°' Dist. 1983), People ex rel.
Munson v. Morningside Heights, Inc, 45 I1l.2d 338 (1970), People
ex rel. Korzen v. Belt Railway Co. of Chicago, 37 1l11.2d 158
(1967); and People ex rel. Rhodes v. Turk, 391 IIl. 424 (1945).

The Board finds the evidence in this record establishes the
subject's sale price reflects a voluntary sale where the owner is

ready, willing, and able to sell but not conpelled to do so, and
the buyer is ready, willing and able to buy but not forced to do
so, regardless of the 1031 exchange status. As previously

nmenti oned, giving consideration to intervenor's conparable sale 3
and the subject's sale price, the Property Tax Appeal Board finds
the subject property has a fair cash value of $4, 230, 400.

Based on this analysis, the Board finds a reduction in the
subj ect's assessnent is warranted. Since fair market value has
been established, the 2005 three-year nedi an | evel of assessnents
for WIIl County of 33.25%shall apply.
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This is a final admnistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the CGrcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.

Chai r man

= = M&f

Menmber Menber

Menmber Menber
DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI1 ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

I[llinois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: January 25, 2008

D (atenillo-:

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE
Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:

"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
complaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnment of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
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days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’ s decision, appeal the assessnent for the subsequent year

directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE WTH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION | N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of your County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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